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LEONHARD LIPKA (Munich) 
SEMANTIC COMPONENTS OF ENGLISH NOUNS AND VERBS AND 
THEIR JUSTIFICATION 
1. GENERAL PROBLEMS. T h i s paper i s about t h e metalanguage o f l i n ­
g u i s t s , w i t h w h i c h t h e y a n a l y s e and d e s c r i b e t h e meaning o f elements 
o f t h e o b j e c t - l a n g u a g e , i n t h i s case: E n g l i s h . I n o r d e r t o make t h i s 
d i s c u s s i o n o f t h e metalanguage c l e a r , I must f i r s t d e f i n e my own meta­
language, i . e . my use o f such terms as meaning, sense, denotation, reference, 
and referent. 
1.1. I w i l l use meaning i n a r e l a t i v e l y l o o s e and i m p r e c i s e sense, 
as i t i s n o r m a l l y found i n everyday language. Since 1923, when Ogden 
and R i c h a r d s p u b l i s h e d t h e i r book on The Meaning of Meaning t h e l a c k o f 
agreement about t h i s b a s i c terms i s common knowledge i n l i n g u i s t i c s . 
Lyons (1977:50f) d i s t i n g u i s h e s t h r e e t y p e s o f meaning: d e s c r i p t i v e , 
s o c i a l , and e x p r e s s i v e meaning, which f o r him a r e c o r r e l a t e d w i t h 
t h r e e d i f f e r e n t f u n c t i o n s o f language denoted by i d e n t i c a l l a b e l s . 
Leech (1974:26f) d i s t i n g u i s h e s seven t y p e s o f meaning: c o n c e p t u a l , c o n -
n o t a t i v e , s t y l i s t i c , a f f e c t i v e , r e f l e c t e d , c o l l o c a t i v e , and t h e m a t i c 
meaning, and uses t h e a l t e r n a t i v e t e r m communicative value f o r t h e wide 
sense o f meaning, w h i l e i d e n t i f y i n g conceptual meaning w i t h sense. I s h a l l 
here use the t e r m sense f o r t h e c o n c e p t u a l communicative v a l u e o f 
words and l e x i c a l morphemes, and w i l l oppose i t t o denotation which 
stands f o r t h e r e l a t i o n s h i p between t h e f u l l l i n g u i s t i c s i g n and a 
c l a s s o f o b j e c t s , s t a t e s , e v e n t s , and processes. Such e x t r a - l i n g u i s t i c 
d e n o t a t a w i l l be c a l l e d - as g e n e r a l l y i n c u r r e n t l i n g u i s t i c t e r m i n o ­
l o g y - t h e referents o f l i n g u i s t i c s i g n s o r lexemes. Reference i s here 
regarded as a speech-act, p e r f o r m e d by a speaker o r w r i t e r , success­
f u l l y o r u n s u c c e s s f u l l y , and n o t a p r o p e r t y o f s i n g l e lexemes i n i s o l a ­
t i o n . 
1.2. Perhaps our p o s i t i o n can be seen more c l e a r l y i f we l o o k a t 
the d i s t i n c t i o n between meaning (or sense) inclusion and referential inclu­
sion ( d e r i v e d f r o m t h e noun referent) as r e p r e s e n t e d i n F i g u r e 1. As 
p o i n t e d o u t by Leech (1974:101) t h e r e i s an i n v e r s e r e l a t i o n s h i p b e t ­
ween t h e two, and I w i l l add t h a t t h i s i s , o f course , e q u i v a l e n t t o 
the t r a d i t i o n a l l o g i c a l r e l a t i o n s h i p between t h e i n t e n s i o n and t h e 
e x t e n s i o n o f a te r m . I t m i g h t seem t h a t t h e d i s t i n c t i o n between sense 
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inclusion and referential inclusion i s so ob v i o u s t h a t i t s h o u l d n o t be 
e x p l i c i t l y d i s c u s s e d h e r e . 
Sense (meaning) inclusion vs. r e f e r e n t i a l inclusion. 
FIGURE 1 
However, even i n a r e c e n t book by Nida ( 1 9 7 5 : 1 5 f ) , where "meaning i n ­
c l u s i o n " i s r e p r e s e n t e d by c o n c e n t r i c c i r c l e s , t h e complementary na­
t u r e o f t h e r e l a t i o n s h i p i s n o t r e c o g n i z e d , as t h e f o l l o w i n g q u o t a ­
t i o n shows: 
The meaning o f poodle can be s a i d t o be i n c l u d e d i n t h e 
meaning o f dog, and t h e meaning o f dog i n c l u d e d i n t h e 
meaning o f animal. 
C l e a r l y , i t i s n o t t h e meaning b u t t h e c l a s s o f r e f e r e n t s o f poodle t h a t 
i s i n c l u d e d i n t h e c l a s s o r s e t o f dogs. An example such as t h i s de­
mon s t r a t e s how i m p o r t a n t i t i s t o make a d i s t i n c t i o n between sense and 
denotation. I t may be d i f f i c u l t t o draw i n p r a c t i c e a t t i m e s , b u t i t 
must be made i n p r i n c i p l e i n o r d e r t o a v o i d c o n f u s i o n . T h i s p o s i t i o n 
has been advocated i n h i s p u b l i s h e d work by Eugenio C o s e r i u f o r example 
i n C o s e r i u (1973:49 ) , where Bedeutung i s s e p a r a t e d f r o m Bezeichnung. 
1.3. Coseriu's p o s i t i o n can perhaps be c h a r a c t e r i z e d as a language-
i n t r i n s i c o r language-immanent approach t o s t r u c t u r a l s e m a n t i c s . I n 
h i s t h e o r y l e x i c a l i t e m s are opposed t o each o t h e r and t h i s o p p o s i t i o n 
o r c o n t r a s t y i e l d s s p e c i f i c d i s t i n c t i v e f e a t u r e s o r semantic compo-
n e t s . The methods and t e c h n i q u e s o f phonology, as a f u n c t i o n a l and 
l a n g u a g e - i n t r i n s i c d i s c i p l i n e , are c a r r i e d o v e r t o l e x i c a l and semantic 
s t r u c t u r e s and a p p l i e d i n semantic a n a l y s i s . Componential a n a l y s i s i n 
t h e t r a d i t i o n o f H j e l m s l e v (see 2.1.1.) i s a f u r t h e r example o f a l a n ­
guage-intrinsic approach t o semantics. On t h e o t h e r hand, many l i n g u ­
i s t s have c o n c e n t r a t e d on t h e p r o p e r t i e s o f t h e r e f e r e n t s denoted by 
l i n g u i s t i c s i g n s , and can t h e r e f o r e be s a i d t o be d o i n g r e f e r e n t i a l 
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s e m a n t i c s . A p a r a d i g m a t i c example i s L e i s i ' s book Der Vortinhalt (1952; 
1 9 7 5 ) , i n whi c h t h e second c h a p t e r bears t h e t i t l e ; "Die D a r s t e l l u n g 
dee Bezeichneten" [my i t a l i c s ] . Nida - and t o some e x t e n t Leech - a r e 
a l s o concerned w i t h r e f e r e n t i a l s e m a n t i c s , when t h e y use words deno­
t i n g p r o p e r t i e s o f t h e r e f e r e n t s as l a b e l s f o r semantic components i . e 
as elements o f t h e i r metalanguage. 
2. SEMANTIC COMPONENTS IN THE LITERATURE. L e t us now l o o k a t some se­
m a n t i c components o f E n g l i s h l e x i c a l i t e m s w h i c h have been proposed i n 
t h e l i t e r a t u r e . A d e t a i l e d r e v i e w o f r e c e n t -work i n semantics up t o 
1972 i s found i n c h a p t e r two o f my book ( L i p k a , 1972:30-83) i n which I 
i n t r o d u c e d a t e r m i n o l o g i c a l d i s t i n c t i o n between component and feature 
(1972:35). I n t h e p r e s e n t paper feature w i l l be used as a hyponym o f 
component, w i t h a g r e a t e r tendency t o i n d i v i s i b i l i t y , u n i v e r s a l i t y , and 
th e p o s s i b i l i t y o f a b i n a r y f e a t u r e n o t a t i o n . Consequently, a l l seman­
tic features w i l l be semantic components; b u t n o t a l l components are nec­
e s s a r i l y features. 
2.1. Semantic components o f E n g l i s h nouns have been f r e q u e n t l y 
d i s c u s s e d i n t h e l i t e r a t u r e . The c l a s s i c a l method o f componential ana­
l y s i s as d e r i v e d from H j e l m s l e v ( c f . L i p k a , 1972:35) may be regarded 
as an example o f t h e l a n g u a g e - i n t r i n s i c approach. Other l i n g u i s t s , s u c h 
as L e i s i and Nida, c o n c e n t r a t e on r e f e r e n t i a l s emantics. 
2.1.1. I t has o f t e n been observed t h a t s e t s o f E n g l i s h words such 
as man, woman, child; bull, cow, calf; stallion, mare, foal have c e r t a i n senses 
i n common which a l l o w s t h e s e t t i n g up o f p r o p o r t i o n a l e q u a t i o n s . Both 
Lyons ( 1 9 6 8 : 4 7 0 f f ) i n h i s Introduction and Leech (1974:98f) i n h i s book 
on semantics have d e s c r i b e d t h e resemblance t o t h e a r i t h m e t i c a l process 
of f a c t o r i z i n g a number and t h e r e s u l t s f o r t h e t e c h n i q u e o f component­
i a l a n a l y s i s . I f we r e p r e s e n t t h e common semantic components by c a p i ­
t a l s , s i n c e t h e y are elements o f t h e metalanguage, t h e t e c h i n q u e can 
be i l l u s t r a t e d as i n F i g u r e 2. 
^ HUMAN^  ^ BOVINE 
J Man ; woman ; chi l d .· ; b u l l ; cow : calf j 
MALE^FEMALE NON-ADULT HALE FEMALE NON-ADULT 
ADULT 
FIGURE 2 
A c c o r d i n g t o Leech (1974:96f) t h r e e "dimensions o f meaning" can be d i s ­
t i n g u i s h e d i n t h e l e f t - h a n d s i d e o f F i g u r e 2, v i z . sex, a d u l t h o o d , 
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and human s p e c i e s . He f u r t h e r p o i n t s o u t t h a t i f " f e a t u r e symbols 1* are 
used, t h e meanings o f i n d i v i d u a l i t e m s can be expressed as a combina­
t i o n o f f e a t u r e s and r e p r e s e n t e d by what he c a l l s " c o m p o n e n t i a l d e f i n i ­
t i o n s " such as i n t h e f o l l o w i n g : 
woman: + HUMAN + ADULT - MALE 
boy: + HUMAN - ADULT + MALE. 
Lyons (1968:472) had a l r e a d y p o i n t e d o u t i n 1968 t h a t t h e t e c h n i q u e 
o f c o m p o n e n t i a l a n a l y s i s has a l o n g h i s t o r y and: 
i s i n h e r e n t i n t h e t r a d i t i o n a l method o f d e f i n i t i o n by 
d i v i d i n g a genus i n t o s p e c i e s and s p e c i e s i n t o s u b s p e c i e s ; 
and t h i s method o f d e f i n i t i o n i s r e f l e c t e d i n most o f t h e 
d i c t i o n a r i e s . 
I t s h o u l d f u r t h e r be n o t e d t h a t d e f i n i t i o n s such as a stallion is a male 
adult horse or a calf is a young bovine animal n e c e s s a r i l y c o n t a i n paraphrases 
o f t h e word i n s u b j e c t p o s i t i o n ( c f . 4.2.) A l t h o u g h t h e component MALE 
denotes a p r o p e r t y o f t h e r e f e r e n t , o b v i o u s d i f f e r e n c e s i n s i z e and 
c o l o u r o f t h e r e f e r e n t s do n o t p l a y a r o l e f o r d i s t i n g u i s h i n g f o r ex­
ample rooster and hen or drake and duck. The most p r o m i n e n t d i s t i n g u i s h i n g 
f e a t u r e o f t h e male l i o n , t h e presence o f a mane, i s n o t a d i s t i n c t i v e 
semantic f e a t u r e opposing t h e lexemes l i o n and lioness. I n general,although 
p r o p e r t i e s o f t h e denotatum o r r e f e r e n t p l a y a r o l e i n co m p o n e n t i a l 
a n a l y s i s , i t i s b a s i c a l l y a l a n g u a g e - i n t r i n s i c approach t o semantics. 
2.1.2. The problems o f a p u r e l y r e f e r e n t i a l approach t o semantics 
become apparent i f we l o o k a t t h e s o - c a l l e d " d i a g n o s t i c components" 
which Nida (1975:34) g i v e s f o r t h e word -porpoise, namely: 1 "mammal", 
2. " t o t a l l y a q u a t i c " , 3. " t o o t h e d " , and 4. " r e l a t i v e l y s m a l l * . Such 
p r o p e r t i e s o f t h e r e f e r e n t d i s t i n g u i s h i t f r o m : 1. f i s h , 2. l i o n s and 
s e a l s , 3. some whales, and 4. whales g e n e r a l l y . 
L e i s i ' s approach t o t h e c o n t e n t o f a word (der Wortinhalt) t h a t i s de­
f i n e d as t h e c o n d i t i o n s f o r i t s use (Gebrauchsbedingungen) a l s o l a r g e l y 
depends on p r o p e r t i e s o f t h e e x t r a - l i n g u i s t i c r e f e r e n t . A l t h o u g h such 
c o n d i t i o n s o f use, i n h i s t h e o r y , may be r e l a t i v e l y complex, t h e y ba­
s i c a l l y depend on p r o p e r t i e s o f t h e r e f e r e n t , w hich i n t h e case o f 
ve r b s may be s t a t e s , p r o cesses, and r e l a t i o n s . To i l l u s t r a t e w i t h simp­
l e c o n c r e t e nouns, L e i s i (1952; 1975:29) n o t e s t h a t f o r t h e c o r r e c t 
use o f c l o t and nugget as opposed t o lump, t h e substance o f t h e r e f e r ­
e n t p l a y s a r o l e : i t must be b l o o d i n one case, g o l d i n t h e o t h e r . F o r 
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t h e d i s t i n c t i o n between tower, s t e e p l e , s p i r e , and t u r r e t - which can 
a l l be t r a n s l a t e d by Turm i n German - a c c o r d i n g t o L e i s i (1973:34-36) 
t h e f o r m o r shape o f t h e denotatum i s r e l e v a n t . T h i s i s n o t s u r p r i s i n g 
i f we r e c o g n i z e t h a t t h e same e x t r a - l i n g u i s t i c w o r l d may be c a t e g o r i ­
zed d i f f e r e n t l y i n d i f f e r e n t languages, as expressed by t h e s t r u c t u r e 
o f t h e i r v o c a b u l a r y . To quote a n o t h e r example f r o m L e i s i (1973:13): 
i n b o t h E n g l i s h and French s n a l i l and a lug as w e l l as eecargot and 
limaoe may be d i s t i n g u i s h e d , b u t t h e y a l l f a l l t o g e t h e r i n a s i n g l e 
c l a s s o f r e f e r e n t s i n "German, denoted by t h e lexeme Sohnecke. For t h i s 
d i s t i n c t i o n we may p o s t u l a t e a b i n a r y semantic f e a t u r e SHELL],whose 
presence o r absence w i l l account f o r t h e l i n g u i s t i c d i f f e r e n c e between 
t h e two words. As a f i n a l example f o r t h e problems o f r e f e r e n t i a l se­
ma n t i c s i l l u s t r a t e d by E n g l i s h nouns, l e t me men t i o n t h e d i s t i n c t i o n 
between town and c i t y . The d i s t i n g u i s h i n g f e a t u r e t a u g h t a t B r i t i s h 
s c h o o l s , and even used f o r t e s t i n g c h i l d r e n , i s t h e presence o r absence 
o f a b i s h o p o r , e q u i v a l e n t l y , o f a c a t h e d r a l . On t h e o t h e r hand s i z e 
a p p a r e n t l y f u n c t i o n s as a d i s t i n c t i v e f e a t u r e , e s p e c i a l l y i f one does 
n o t know whether a p a r t i c u l a r p l a c e has been g r a n t e d t h e r i g h t s o f a 
c i t y by some s o v e r e i g n i n t h e p a s t . 
2.2. Semantic components o f E n g l i s h v e r b s have perhaps been most 
w i d e l y d i s c u s s e d i n c o n n e c t i o n w i t h t h e method o f l e x i c a l d e c o m p o s i t i o n 
o f s o - c a l l e d G e n e r a t i v e Semantics, b u t a l s o i n F i l l m o r e ' s p u b l i c a t i o n s 
and i n t h e work o f Anderson and Ikegami . My own a n a l y s i s o f v e r b - p a r ­
t i c l e c o n s t r u c t i o n s w i t h out and up i n L i p k a (1972) was based on a 
l a r g e corpus which t r i e d t o c o l l e c t a l l c u r r e n t l y used c o n s t r u c t i o n s 
o f t h i s k i n d . 
2.2.1. We w i l l h e r e d i s r e g a r d t h e h i e r a r c h i c a l t r e e - s t r u c t u r e 
p o s t u l a t e d f o r v e r b s i n G e n e r a t i v e Semantics, and s i m p l y c o n s i d e r t h e 
atomic p r e d i c a t e s , w h i c h have been s a i d t o be c o n t a i n e d i n s p e c i f i c 
l e x i c a l i t e m s , as i n t h e f o l l o w i n g * examples: 
The a d d i t i o n o f an atomic p r e d i c a t e DO i n t h e paraphrase fo i r k i l l i n 
the l a t e r s t a g e o f G e n e r a t i v e Semantics was m o t i v a t e d by t h e a l l e g e d 
three-way a m b i g u i t y i n a sentence m o d i f i e d by almost. T h i s assumption, 
as w e l l as t h e e q u i v a l e n c e o f an atomic p r e d i c a t e DO t o a deep case 
k i l l (DO) CAUSE BECOME NOT ALIVE 
(CAUSE) BECOME NOT WHOLE 
STRIKE as SIMILAR, STRIKE LIKE/MAKE THINK 
REQUEST FORGIVE 
CAUSE BELIEVE, (DO) CAUSE BECOME INTEND 
break 
remind 
apologize 
persuade 
191 
'Agent' i s d i s c u s s e d i n g r e a t e r d e t a i l i n L i p k a ( 1 9 7 6 ) . I n t h i s a r ­
t i c l e i t i s f u r t h e r pointed out t h a t l e x i c a l d e c o m p o s i t i o n i s based on 
p a r a p h r a s i n g , and t h a t McCawley h i m s e l f a d m i t s t h a t a l a r g e p o r t i o n 
o f t h e proposed semantic s t r u c t u r e s have been p o s t u l a t e d w i t h l i t t l e 
c a r e . The n o t a t i o n a l d e v i c e o f u s i n g c a p i t a l s f o r a t o m i c p r e d i c a t e s 
c l e a r l y marks t h e l a t t e r as elements o f t h e metalanguage, a l t h o u g h t h e 
d i s t i n c t i o n between t h e o b j e c t - l a n g u a g e and t h e metalanguage was drawn 
e x p l i c i t l y v e r y r a r e l y i n e a r l y G e n e r a t i v e Semantics. For t h e a n a l y s i s 
o f c a u s a t i v e v e r b s a f e a t u r e [- c a u s a t i v e ] has been p o s t u l a t e d i n 
Lyons (1968:383) as w e l l as i n Anderson (1971:66). I n t h e l a s t t e n 
years t h e l i t e r a t u r e on c a u s a t i v e v e r b s and c o n s t r u c t i o n s has become 
so overwhelming, t h a t i t i s p r o b a b l y i m p o s s i b l e f o r a s i n g l e person t o 
do j u s t i c e t o i t . L e t me t h e r e f o r e t r y t o s k e t c h b r i e f l y my own con­
t r i b u t i o n t o t h e f i e l d i n L i p k a (1972) 
2.2.2. I n t h i s s t u d y , v e r b - p a r t i c l e c o n s t r u c t i o n w i t h out and up3 
f u n c t i o n i n g as t r a n s i t i v e and i n t r a n s i t i v e v e r b s , were r e g a r d e d as one-
- p l a c e o r many-place p r e d i c a t e s i n t h e sense o f s y m b o l i c l o g i c , and 
were broken up i n t o semantic components. T h i s l e d t o t h e s e t t i n g up 
o f s p e c i f i c f o r m u l a s f o r t h e semantic s t r u c t u r e o f such c o n s t r u c t i o n s , 
c o n s i s t i n g o f formators and designators, as can be seen i n F i g u r e 3. 
Semantic components such as BE, BECOME, CAUSE, and HAVE a r e reg a r d e d 
as ' c o n n e c t i v e s ' o r ' f o r m a t o r s ' w h i c h r e l a t e c e r t a i n v a r i a b l e s e i t h e r 
t o a c e r t a i n p l a c e , p o s i t i o n , o r s t a t e , o r t o o t h e r v a r i a b l e s . The 
v a r i a b l e s , as w e l l as PLACE, POSITION, STATE are r e p r e s e n t e d by 'de­
s i g n a t o r s ' which c o n s i s t o f semantic f e a t u r e s . Those f e a t u r e s which 
were found r e l e v a n t i n t h e a n a l y s i s o f t h e comprehensive corpus a r e 
l i s t e d on t h e r i g h t hand s i d e o f F i g u r e 3, b e g i n n i n g w i t h [- Appa-
p a r e n t ] and f i n i s h i n g w i t h [±'VerticalJ. 
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I n a d d i t i o n , t h e more g e n e r a l f e a t u r e s [DEGREE], [ D y n a m i c ] , [ N e g a t i v e 
E v a l u a t i o n ] were a l s o f o u n d r e l e v a n t i n the s t u d y o f v e r b - p a r t i c l e 
c o n s t r u c t i o n s . The a p p l i c a t i o n o f t h e f o r m u l a s i s i l l u s t r a t e d as f o l ­
l o w s , where t h e f e a t u r e [- Ap p a r e n t ] i s seen f u n c t i o n i n g as a d e s i g n a ­
t o r , and where t h e second argument o f t h e two-place p r e d i c a t e i s l i s ­
t e d i n b r a c k e t s , w i t h t h e Agent as t h e f i r s t argument l e f t u n s p e c i f i e d : 
CAUSE • BE + POSITIONt 
hold oot (ana, hand, baby) 
bend up (wire, piece of Metal , edge of a book) 
CAUSE • BE +I^Apparent] t * 
b l u r t out (secret) 
bring out (aeaning of a passage/young lady, book) 
c a l l up (scenes froe childhood) 
conjure up ( s p i r i t s , visions of the past). 
The p o s t u l a t i o n o f the b i n a r y semantic f e a t u r e s f u n c t i o n i n g as d e s i g ­
n a t o r s , was based on t h e use o f semantic t e s t s , w hich w i l l be d i s c u s s e d 
p r e s e n t l y . 
3. COMPONENTS AND SEMANTIC FEATURES. B e f o r e we t a k e up t h e s t a t u s o f 
semantic components and f e a t u r e s , l e t us l o o k once a g a i n a t t h e v a r i o u s 
m e t a l i n g u i s t i c c o n s t r u c t s used i n t h e l i t e r a t u r e f o r d e n o t i n g a seman­
t i c element. 
3.1. A r e f e r e n t i a l approach t o se m a n t i c s , such as L e i s i ' s may 
e a s i l y l e a d t o r e n o u n c i n g t h e p o s t u l a t i o n o f semantic components o r 
f e a t u r e s , a l t h o u g h t h e a u t h o r i n L e i s i (1973:30) i m p l i e s t h a t t h e t e r m 
Merkmal may denote t h e same t h i n g as h i s own Gebrauchebedingung. That a 
r e f e r e n t i a l approach does n o t n e c e s s a r i l y mean abandoning f e a t u r e s i s 
demonstrated by Nida (1975:26) where meaning i s d e f i n e d as c o n s i s t i n g 
o f a "bundle o f c o g n i t i v e f e a t u r e s , a s s o c i a t e d w i t h t h e l e x i c a l u n i t , 
which make p o s s i b l e t h e d e s i g n a t i o n o f a l l t h e d e n o t a t a by t h e l e x i c a l 
u n i t i n q u e s t i o n " . N ida goes on t o say t h a t meaning c o n s i s t s o f a " s e t 
of necessary and s u f f i c i e n t c o n c e p t u a l f e a t u r e s " and d i s t i n g u i s h e s 
f o u r t y p e s o f such c o m p o n e n t i a l f e a t u r e s : common, d i a g n o s t i c , s u p p l e ­
mentary, and i m p l i c a t i o n a l f e a t u r e s . I n Leech (1974:11) i t i s c l a i m e d 
t h a t : " t h e c o n c e p t u a l meanings o f a language, seem t o be o r g a n i z e d l a r ­
g e l y i n terms o f c o n t r a s t ! v e f e a t u r e s " , and such f e a t u r e s , s y mbolized 
by c a p i t a l s , a r e used t h r o u g h o u t t h e book. F u r t h e r m o r e , "two t y p e s o f 
semantic c a t e g o r y " are d i s t i n g u i s h e d (1974:34), v i z . designators and 
formators. Leech (1974:123) a l s o mak^s a d i s t i n c t i o n between " c r i t e ­
r i a ! components" and " o p t i o n a l f e a t u r e s " . The l a t t e r a r e needed f o r 
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t h e e x p l a n a t i o n o f semantic change, as Leech demonstrates c o n v i n c i n g l y . 
He j u s t i f i e s h i s a n a l y s e s (1974:104) w i t h t h e h e l p of s o - c a l l e d " b a s i c 
s t a t e m e n t s " (1974:85) w h i c h amount t o t h e e v a l u a t i o n of l o g i c a l r e l a ­
t i o n s h i p s between sentences c o n t a i n i n g l e x i c a l i t e m s , such as e n t a i l ­
ment, i n c o n s i s t e n c y , t a u t o l o g y , c o n t r a d i c t i o n and r e l a t i o n s h i p s o f 
synonymy, p r e s u p p o s i t i o n and semantic anomaly. The p r e l e x i c a l elements 
o f G e n e r a t i v e Semantics a r e c o n s i d e r e d as u n i v e r s a l m i n i m a l semantic 
elements. T h e i r s t a t u s as i t e m s o f t h e metalanguage i s marked by t h e 
use o f c a p i t a l s . The a t o m i c n a t u r e o f t h e p r e d i c a t e s i s somewhat dou b t ­
f u l , e s p e c i a l l y i f we c o n s i d e r t h a t t h e I n c h o a t i v e p r e d i c a t e i s u s u a l l y 
s y m b o l i z e d as BECOME i n McCawley's pap e r s , b u t as COME ABOUT i n an num­
b e r o f L a k o f f ' s p u b l i c a t i o n s . 
3.2. L e t me now b r i e f l y s k e t c h my p r e s e n t views on components and 
f e a t u r e s . I r e g a r d b o t h t y p e s o f semantic elements as i t e m s o f t h e 
metalanguage, as t h e o r e t i c a l c o n s t r u c t s p o s t u l a t e d by t h e l i n g u i s t . 
A l t h o u g h t h e y a r e based on c o n c e p t u a l e l e m e n t s , t h e i r p o s t u l a t i o n has 
t o be o b j e c t i v e l y j u s t i f i e d . The symbols used f o r t h e i r r e p r e s e n t a t i o n 
i n some n o t a t i o n a r e t o a l a r g e e x t e n t a r b i t r a r y , b u t may be o f c o n s i ­
d e r a b l e mnemonic v a l u e . Features, as a s u b c l a s s o f components Λ a r e 
c h a r a c t e r i z e d by h a v i n g some v a l u e a s s i g n e d t o t h e f e a t u r e , w h i c h i s 
n o t n e c e s s a r i l y a b i n a r y + o r - v a l u e . M u l t i p l e t a x o n o m i e s , s c a l a r 
o p p o s i t i o n s , and t h e o t h e r t y p e s o f n o n - b i n a r y c o n t r a s t s mentioned i n 
Leech (1974) are t h e r e f o r e h ere c o n s i d e r e d as f e a t u r e s . Semantic com­
ponents need n o t have v a l u e assigned t o them. Such components f o r 
German nouns and ve r b s are d i s c u s s e d i n Baumgärtner (1967) i n g r e a t 
d e t a i l . A s p o i n t e d o u t i n my book i n 1972 ( L i p k a , 1972:42) he was up 
t o t h e n - t o my knowledge - t h e o n l y l i n g u i s t who e x p l i c i t l y d i s c u s s e d 
how semantic components a r i s e by t r a n s f o r m i n g o b j e c t - l a n g u a g e i t e m s 
i n t o elements o f t h e metalanguage. 
3..3. I propose t h e f o l l o w i n g t y p o l o g y o r c l a s s i f i c a t i o n o f features 
as i l l u s t r a t e d i n F i g u r e 4 ( c f . a l s o L i p k a , t o appear: 5 . 2 . ) . 
1. Denotative features: g i r l / f i l l y 1+ HUMAN] 
2. Connotative features: steed/horse j + J^^Q^JQJ 
smite/strlfce ~ 
(D I n f e r e n t i a l features: nudge, beat {- HARD) {+ STICK) 
nugget, holiday (GOLD) {- WORK) 
4. Relational features: father/son I-PARENT1 [-PARENT) 
5. Transfer features: drink <- S0LID> or 
<2 PENETRABLB> 
6. Deictic features: push/pull 
now/then [± ^ ΧΙΜΑΤΕ] 
7. Distinctive Features (DF): 1.-6. except®. 
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1. Denotative features: t h e s e a r e t h e most i m p o r t a n t and most c e n t r a ] 
i n h e r e n t s e m a n tic f e a t u r e s . They are based on c o n c e p t u a l f e a t u r e s o f 
t h e e x t r a - l i n g u i s t i c r e f e r e n t . 
2. Connotative features: t h e y a r e needed t o c a p t u r e d i f f e r e n c e s such 
as t h o s e between horse and steed, o r between s t r i k e and smite. Such 
f e a t u r e s are an i n h e r e n t p a r t o f t h e lexeme and d i c t i o n a r i e s n o r m a l l y 
use l a b e l s such as " a r c h a i c " , o r " l i t e r a r y " , o r "humorous" f o r them. 
One c r i t e r i o n f o r s e t t i n g up t h i s group i s t h e p r o p e r t y o f t h e lexeme, 
as opposed t o t h e p r o p e r t y o f t h e r e f e r e n t . Another one i s t h e l e s s e r 
i m p ortance and r a t h e r m a r g i n a l c h a r a c t e r o f s u c ^ f e a t u r e s . T h i s c r i t e ­
r i o n a l s o a p p l i e s t o t h e f o l l o w i n g c l a s s o f f e a t u r e s . 
3. Inferential features: t h i s group i s supplementary l i k e t h e p r e c e d­
i n g one. However, i n f e r e n t i a l f e a t u r e s are n o t i n h e r e n t , b u t o p t i o n a l . 
They o f t e n depend on c o n t e x t . I n my d e f i n i t i o n t h i s c l a s s covers b o t h , 
p r o p e r t i e s u s u a l l y a s s o c i a t e d w i t h a r e f e r e n t - such as s l y n e s s w i t h 
a f o x , c l u m s i n e s s w i t h an ox e t c . - as w e l l as t h e i n f l u e n c e o f co-
t e x t , such as i n t h e example mentioned i n Nida (1975:72) where s t o o l 
"suggests... c o n v i v i a l i t y . . . o r something q u i t e l o w l y " depending on 
whether a bar o r a workshop i s mentioned. I n f e r e n t i a l f e a t u r e s , i n my 
d e f i n i t i o n , are u s u a l l y marked i n d i c t i o n a r i e s by l a b e l s such as "es­
p e c i a l l y " , o r " u s u a l l y " , as when beat i s d e f i n e d as " h i t ( e s p e c i a l l y 
w i t h a s t i c k ) " , nugget and c l o t as d e n o t i n g e s p e c i a l l y g o l d and b l o o d 
r e s p e c t i v e l y , and nudge i s s a i d t o c o n t a i n an element " s l i g h t l y " , o r 
"not h a r d " . I here use braces as a n o t a t i o n a l d e v i c e f o r marking such 
f e a t u r e s . The o p t i o n a l presence o f a component NO WORK a t an e a r l i e r 
stage o f development i n t h e p r e s e n t - d a y lexeme holiday i s d i s c u s s e d 
i n Leech (1974:123). T h i s example shows, how i m p o r t a n t o p t i o n a l i n ­
f e r e n t i a l f e a t u r e s a r e f o r semantic change and d i a c h r o n i c l i n g u i s t i c s 
( c f . 5.2. ) 
4. Relational features: t h e y are i n d i s p e n s a b l e i n t h e a n a l y s i s o f 
lexemes such as f a t h e r o r son, teacher and p u p i l , own and belong to. 
B i e r w i s c h has i n v e s t i g a t e d such f e a t u r e s c a r e f u l l y i n v a r i o u s papers. 
As w i t h t h e p r e v i o u s c l a s s o f f e a t u r e s , s y n t a g m a t i c i n f l u e n c e i s im­
p o r t a n t h e r e . T h i s c r i t e r i o n , i . e . t h e r e l e v a n c e o f c o - t e x t , i s even 
more i m p o r t a n t i n t h e n e x t group. 
5. Transfer features: i n t h e sense W e i n r e i c h (1966) d e f i n e s them -
v i z . f o r example t h a t t h e v e r b drink c o n t a i n s a f e a t u r e < - SOLID > 
t r a n s f e r r e d t o i t s o b j e c t - t h e y may be used t o c a p t u r e m e t a p h o r i c a l 
processes. They a r e l e s s r e s t r i c t i v e and more a c t i v e i n semantic i n -
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t e r p r e t a t i o n t h a n t h e t h e o r e t i c a l c o n s t r u c t o f s e l e c t i o n r e s t r i c t i o n . 
For t h e d i s t i n c t i o n between s o l i d , l i q u i d , and gas Leech (1974:121) 
uses t h r e e degrees o f a s i n g l e f e a t u r e PENETRABLE, s y m b o l i z e d by num­
ber s . 
6. Deictic features: features such as [- PROXIMATE] may e x p l a i n d i f ­
f e r e n c e s between p u l l and push, come and go, now and then, here and 
t h e r e . The c r i t e r i o n f o r s e t t i n g up t h i s c l a s s o f f e a t u r e s i s c l e a r l y 
a p r a g m a t i c one, s i n c e i t depends on t h e o r i e n t a t i o n o f t h e use r s o f 
l i n g u i s t i c s i g n s . 
7. Distinctive features (DF): exce p t f o r t h e v e r y i m p o r t a n t c l a s s 
o f i n f e r e n t i a l f e a t u r e s , which are n o t i n h e r e n t i n l e x i c a l i t e m s , a l l 
o t h e r f e a t u r e s f u n c t i o n as d i s t i n c t i v e f e a t u r e s . The o n l y c r i t e r i o n 
f o r t h i s comprehensive c l a s s i s f u n c t i o n , and t h e y d i s t i n g u i s h mean­
i n g s o f l e x i c a l i t e m s i n t h e same way as d i s t i n c t i v e f e a t u r e s i n pho­
nology s e p a r a t e a d i f f e r e n t phoneme. 
4. THE JUSTIFICATION OF SPECIFIC COMPONENTS, I have argued i n v a r i o u s 
a r t i c l e s ( L i p k a , 1975:216f, 219; 1976:124) t h a t t h e r e a r e a t l e a s t 
t h r e e t y p e s o f evidence f o r t h e p o s t u l a t i o n o f u n d e r l y i n g semantic 
elements: m o r p h o l o g i c a l evidence i n w o r d - f o r m a t i v e r e l a t i o n s h i p s , pa­
raphrase r e l a t i o n s h i p , and semantic t e s t s . I here l e a v e o u t o f c o n s i ­
d e r a t i o n s y n t a c t i c and l o g i c a l arguments as t h e y have been advanced 
by McCawley, P o s t a l , Leech, and Lyons. There i s no one-to-one c o r r e s ­
pondence between t h e s y n t a c t i c and t h e semantic l e v e l , and t h e r e l a ­
t i o n s h i p between l o g i c and n a t u r a l language i s a l s o n o t n e c e s s a r i l y 
a d i r e c t one. 
4.1. I f we l o o k a t t h e f o l l w o i n g l e x i c a l i t e m s we can make a 
number o f i n t e r e s t i n g o b s e r v a t i o n s : dog : bitch, lion : lion/ess; teach/er, 
invent /or, dish/wash/er, wife/swapp/ing, de/nrilitar/izv, legal/ize, material/fize, 
black/en, solid/ify, break/0. The semantic c o m p l e x i t y o f s i m p l e i t e m s such 
as thief, kill, dog, and bitch - which i s t h e s u b j e c t o f l e x i c a l decom­
p o s i t i o n i n G e n e r a t i v e Semantics - i s l e s s o b v i o u s t h a n t h a t o f morph­
o l o g i c a l l y complex l e x i c a l i t e m s . The l a t t e r a r e t h e s u b j e c t o f t h e 
d i s c i p l i n e o f w o r d - f o r m a t i o n . Lyons (1977:305-307) opposes b i t c h t o 
lioness and c a l l s t h e l a t t e r an i n s t a n c e o f " f o r m a l m a r k i n g " . W i t h 
r e g a r d t o t h e f e a t u r e , o r r a t h e r d i m e n s i o n , o f SEX, teacher, inventor, 
and dishwasher are n o t f o r m a l l y marked. However, t h e presence o f an 
animate o r i n a n i m a t e agent ( i n t h e l a s t case) i n t h e u n d e r l y i n g seman­
t i c s t r u c t u r e , i s c l e a r l y expressed on t h e s u r f a c e by t h e s u f f i x . I n 
t h e a c t i o n n o m i n a l i z a t i o n wife-swapping w h i c h denotes a n o t p a r t i c u l a r l y 
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m o r a l a c t i v i t y , t h e a c t i o n , t h e s p e c i f i c n a t u r e o f t h e pro c e s s , and 
t h e animate o b j e c t w h i c h moves a b s t r a c t l y and perhaps a l s o c o n c r e t e l y 
are expressed i n t h e s u r f a c e s t r u c t u r e . I n demilitarize, legalize, and 
materialize, t h e l e x i c a l morphemes de-, militar, legal, material, and -ize 
can be a s s i g n e d a s p e c i f i c meaning o r sense. However, i n t h e l a s t two 
examples, - i z e must be i d e n t i f i e d w i t h an ato m i c p r e d i c a t e CAUSE i n 
one i n s t a n c e and BECOME i n t h e o t h e r case* 
I n b o t h blacken and s o l i d i f y t h e s u f f i x can be c l a i m e d t o r e p r e s e n t 
e i t h e r an i n c h o a t i v e o r a c a u s a t i v e semantic element c f . ( A n d e r s o n 
1971:67). The s u r f a c e v e r b break, f i n a l l y , can be reg a r d e d as e i t h e r 
homonymously c o l l a p s i n g an i n c h o a t i v e and a z e r o - d e r i v e d c a u s a t i v e 
v e r b ( c f . L i p k a 1975:210f), o r , as i n an a r t i c l e by F i l l m o r e , as a 
s i n g l e v e r b o c c u r r i n g i n d i f f e r e n t frames, e i t h e r w i t h o r w i t h o u t an 
Agent. 
The problems o f m o r p h o l o g i c a l i r r e g u l a r i t y i n w o r d - f o r m a t i o n can 
p a r t l y be s o l v e d by a d o p t i n g C o s e r i u ' s concept o f t h e 'Norm' o f a 
language. Semantic i r r e g u l a r i t y , a phenomenon known under t h e t e r m 
l e x i c a l i z a t i o n i n w o r d - f o r m a t i o n (whose u l t i m a t e r e s u l t i s idioms) a l s o 
c o m p l i c a t e s t h e p i c t u r e . I have i n v e s t i g a t e d t h i s phenomenon i n L i p k a 
(1977) and do n o t t h i n k t h a t i t poses a s e r i o u s t h r e a t t o m o r p h o l o g i c a l 
evidence. I t must be p o i n t e d o u t , however, t h a t u n d e r l y i n g semantic 
s t r u c t u r e i s n o t d i r e c t l y o b s e r v a b l e i n complex l e x i c a l i t e m s . Dishwasher 
and l e g a l i z e o b v i o u s l y c o n t a i n semantic elements expressed by t h e 
p a r t i c u l a r l e x i c a l morphemes, however, t h e meaning o f d i s h , wash, l e g a l 
- e r , - i z e remain unanalysed. N e v e r t h e l e s s , a n a l y s i s w i t h t h e means o f 
modern w o r d - f o r m a t i o n p r o v i d e s some m o r p h o l o g i c a l evidence f o r semantic 
d e c o m p o s i t i o n . 
4.2. L e t us now t u r n t o paraphrase e v a l u a t i o n . I n h i s a r t i c l e o f 
196 7, Baumgärtner (1967:193f) c l a i m s t h a t t h e c o m p o n e n t i a l s t r u c t u r e o f 
lexemes can be reduced t o t h e fundamental r e l a t i o n "X i s Y". 
X i s ( t ) e * n ( ) Y. 
FIGURE 5 
The t e s t f o r m u l a i n F i g u r e 5 - u s a b l e f o r b o t h E n g l i s h and German -
can be developed on t h e b a s i s o f t h i s c l a i m and i l l u s t r a t e d by t h e 
sentence (1) t o ( 4 ) : 
197 
(1) Gras i s t ein« ( s t l e l i g e ) (schneidbare) Pflanze. 
(2) Schlendern 1st ein (efleigee) (bequemes) (langsames) Gehen. 
(3) Der Mann l a u f t Uber die Straße - χ 
(4) Der Mann geht (schnell) aber die Strafte. - ( ) Y. 
The f o r m u l a can be used as t h e b a s i s f o r paraphrase e v a l u a t i o n , a p r o ­
cedure whose i m p o r t a n c e Baumgärtner s t r e s s e s t h r o u g h o u t h i s a r t i c l e . 
I t p r o v i d e s a means o f e s t a b l i s h i n g semantic components, i f X can be 
r e p l a c e d i n t h e same s y n t a c t i c s l o t by a m o d i f i e r + Y, and i f compe­
t e n t speakers i n t h e i r e v a l u a t i o n c o n s i d e r t h e two r e s u l t i n g sentences 
paraphrases. The elements i n b r a c k e t s i n sentences (1) and (2) can 
t h u s be shown t o be c o n t a i n e d i n Gras and t h e n o m i n a l i z e d v e r b a l from 
Schlendern r e s p e c t i v e l y . I f t h e two sentence (3) and ( 4 ) are - c o n s i ­
d e r e d paraphrases by competent speakers, Baumgärtner (1967:182) s t a t e s 
t h a t t h e a d v e r b i a l lexeme s c h n e l l i s t h e n c o n v e r t e d f r o m t h e o b j e c t -
language element i n t o a m e t a l i n g u i s t i c element, and t h e r e b y r a i s e d t o 
t h e r a n k o f a semantic component. The s u b s t i t u t i o n o f paraphrases con­
t a i n i n g e x p l i c i t m o d i f i e r s i s t h e r e f o r e a p r i n c i p a l l e d method f o r 
e s t a b l i s h i n g semantic components as elements o f t h e metalanguage. The 
paraphrase r e l a t i o n s h i p between sentences such as ( 3 ) and (4) mus be 
e v a l u a t e d and accepted by more t h a t a s i n g l e speaker. Paraphrases, i n 
t h e f o r m o f e q u a t i v e sentences such as (1) and (2) are t o be found i n 
s i m p l i f i e d f o r m i n c o n v e n t i o n a l d i c t i o n a r i e s . They are u s u a l l y a c c e p t e d 
by more t h a n a s i n g l e speaker. However, t h e l i n g u i s t must not t a k e 
them over u n c r i t i c a l l y , and must a l s o s t a n d a r d i z e them, i n t h e way i t 
i s done i n t h e f o l l o w i n g examples ( c f . a l s o L i p k a , t o appear: 3.1.2.) 
w i t h t h e d e f i n i t i o n s o f k i c k , punch, and nudge: k i c k = h i t ( w i t h foot£ 
punch = h i t ( h a r d ) ( w i t h f i s t ) ; nudge = h i t { u s u a l l y n o t h a r d } ( w i t h 
e l b o w ) ] ( i n o r d e r t o g e t a t t e n t i o n ) . To produce e q u a t i v e sentences l i k e 
( 2 ) f o r verbs i s no s e r i o u s problem, i f t h e v e r b s are n o m i n a l i z e d 
(including·infinitival n o m i n a l i z a t i o n ) . 
4.3. The s u b j e c t o f semantic t e s t i n g i s d i s c u s s e d i n L i p k a (1972: 
55-61) and Leech (1974:90-93). I n the l a t t e r t r e a t m e n t , e l i c i t a t i o n 
e x p e r iments f o r t h e t e s t i n g o f t h e " b a s i c s t a t e m e n t s " p o s t u l a t e d by 
Leech are c o n s i d e r e d , and among these t a u t o l o g y and c o n t r a d i c t i o n pla> 
a prominent r o l e . Both r e l a t i o n s are a t t h e b a s i s o f t h e b u t - t e s t as 
d e v i s e d by Bendix and W e i n r e i c h , t h a t was f u r t h e r developed i n L i p k a 
(1972: 59-61) and supplemented by t h e s o - t e s t . That t a u t o l o g y can r e n d -
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e r a sentence u n a c c e p t a b l e was a l r e a d y n o t e d i n Anderson ( 1 9 6 8 : 3 0 8 f ) , 
where t h e u n a c c e p t a b l e sentence he walked on foot as far as Sorwich was 
g i v e n as an example ( c f . L i p k a , 1972:59 Pn.). The same phenomenon can 
be f u r t h e r i l l u s t r a t e d by # he kicked John with his foot* As opposed t o t h e 
p a r a p h r a s i n g method based on Baumgartner'β p r o p o s a l s , which can be 
used f o r t h e d i s c o v e r y and p o s t u l a t i o n o f semantic components, seman­
t i c t e s t i n g i s used t o c o n f i r m o r d i s c o n f ^ r m a h y p o t h e s i s . The sen­
t e n c e s ( 5 ) t o (7) and ( 8 ) t o (10) i n F i g u r e € may demonstrate how t h e 
£ut-test and t h e a o - t e s t can be combined p r o f i t a b l y f o r t h i s purpose. 
BOT- and S O - f t combined τ 
(5) •'She tipped up the dress, BOT I t Is closed. 
(6) *She lipped up the dress, BOT i t i s not closed. 
(7) She zipped up the dress, SO t t Is closed. - {• CLOSEDI. 
(8) *She s l i t up the dress. BOT i t i s closed. 
(9) 'She s l i t up the dress, BOT i t i s not closed, 
UO) She s l i t up the dress, SO i t i s not closed - I - CLOSED] 
(11) »John opened the door, BOT i t i s closed... (- CLOSEDJ 
(12) *John k i l l e d Harry, BOT he i s dead... (- ALIVE1 
(13) *John kicked Harry, BOT with his foot... (• FOOT J 
(14) *Barry i s a bachelor, BOT he i s narrled. [- HARRIED]. 
FIGURE 6 
A c c o r d i n g t o W e i n r e i c h i 1 9 6 6 : 4 4 9 ) t h e c o n j u n c t i o n but may be p a r a p h r a ­
sed as 'and... u n e x p e c t e d l y ' and may be used f o r t e s t i n g semantic com­
ponents, i f b o t h a s i m p l e sentence and a negated sentence c o n t a i n i n g 
but are u n a c c e p t a b l e . I n t h e f i r s t case t h e u n a c c e p t a b i l i t y i s due t o 
t a u t o l o g y , i n t h e second case due t o c o n t r a d i c t i o n . The £>wt-test a l o n e , 
however, i s n o t s u f f i c i e n t t o e s t a b l i s h t h e e x a c t v a l u e o f a b i n a r y 
f e a t u r e , s i n c e i t does n o t d i s t i n g u i s h antonymous f e a t u r e s such as 
[+ CLOSED] and [- CLOSED]. I t has t o be supplemented by t h e s o - t e s t , 
and t h u s , t h r e e sentences are r e q u i r e d t o d e t e r m i n e a f e a t u r e . Conjunc­
t i o n w i t h so i m p l i e s consequence and t h u s v e r b s and v e r b - p a r t i c l e 
c o n s t r u c t i o n s d e n o t i n g a process o r a c t i o n and t h e r e s u l t i n g s t a t e can 
be t e s t e d s u c c e s s f u l l y . The p a i r o f c o n j o i n e d senteces c o n t a i n i n g but 
must be u n a c c e p t a b l e , w h i l e t h e t h i r d c o n j o i n e d sentece w i t h so must 
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be a c c e p t a b l e . Sentence (13) as opposed t o (11) o r (12) may demon- : 
s t r a t e , t h a t t h e but- and βο-test even works w i t h v e r b s such as k i c k , 
t h a t a re n o t r e s u l t v e r b s b u t momentary v e r b s . However, a s l i g h t mo­
d i f i c a t i o n i s needed. I n t h e t h i r d s e n t e n c e , c o n t a i n i n g so, a super-
o r d i n a t e t e r m , o r a r c h i l e x e m e ( e . g . h i t ) , must be i n s e r t e d , as, f o r 
example, i n t h e a c c e p t a b l e sentence: He kicked him, so he hit him with his 
foot. Sentence (14) i s i n t e n d e d t o show t h a t t h e but- and βο-test even 
works w i t h m o r p h o l o g i c a l l y s i m p l e nouns. 
5 . PROBLEMS AND RESULTS. 
5.1. I n my o p i n i o n t h e r e a r e two p r o b l e m a t i c areas f o r semantic 
components: t h e i n f l u e n c e o f c o - t e x t , o r s y n t a g m a t i c l i n g u i s t i c r e l a ­
t i o n s - which we have d i s r e g a r d e d h e r e - and t h e i n f l u e n c e o f e x t r a -
- l i n g u i s t i c c o n t e x t , problems a r i s i n g f r o m a r e f e r e n t i a l approach t o 
semantics. I have c o n c e n t r a t e d here on p a r a d i g m a t i c l e x i c a l s e m a n t i c s , 
which does n o t mean t h a t I c o n s i d e r s y n t a g m a t i c r e l a t i o n s and sentence 
semantics as i r r e l e v a n t . Some i n d i c a t i o n s t o t h i s e f f e c t were g i v e n i n 
my c l a s s i f i c a t i o n o f semantic f e a t u r e s . Some problems o f r e f e r e n t i a l 
s e m antics, e s p e c i a l l y t h e q u e s t i o n o f b o u n d a r i e s , are mentioned i n 
Leech (1974:122-125) under t h e heading " f u z z y edges". The r e c o g n i t i o n 
o f t h e f u z z y n a t u r e o f n a t u r a l languages has r e c e i v e d g r o w i n g i n t e r e s t 
i n r e c e n t l i n g u i s t i c s . As f a r back as 1960, Quine (1960:125-156) has 
di s c u s s e d r e f e r e n t i a l vagueness and o p a c i t y i n c h a p t e r 4 o f h i s book 
Word and Object, e n t i t l e d "Vagaries o f r e f e r e n t s " . Quine (1960:125f) 
t a l k s about " f u z z y edges" and mentions t h a t terms d e n o t i n g p h y s i c a l 
o b j e c t s may be vague i n two ways. T h i s i s i l l u s t r a t e d w i t h t h e example 
o f t h e t e r m mountain which i s : 
Vague on t h e score o f how much t e r r a i n t o reckon i n t o each 
o f t h e i n d i s p u t a b l e mountains, and i t i s vague on t h e sc o r e 
o f what l e s s e r eminences t o count as mountains a t a l l . 
S i m i l a r and o t h e r problems are d i s c u s s e d i n a c r i t i c a l account o f 
semantic f e a t u r e s i n a f o r t h c o m i n g paper by Sprenge. 
5.2. We now come t o a more p o s i t i v e e v a l u a t i o n . A v e r y comprehen­
s i v e i n v e s t i g a t i o n o f t h e use o f semantic f e a t u r e s and components i n 
l i n g u i s t i c s i s t o be found i n a f o r t h c o m i n g book by Kastovsky ( t o ap­
pear, MS). Besides many i n t e r e s t i n g o b s e r v a t i o n s and i n s i g h t s , a t t e n ­
t i o n i s drawn (MS, 195) t o t h e f a c t t h a t semantic components have o n l y 
d e n o t a t i v e v a l u e , w h i l e o b j e c t - l a n g u a g e elements have b o t h d e n o t a t i o n 
and c o n n o t a t i o n . L e t me s t r e s s once more t h a t I r e g a r d semantic com-
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p o n e n t s - and semantic f e a t u r e s as a su b c l a s s - as t h e o r e t i c a l con­
s t r u c t s o f t h e metalanguage t h a t a r e based on n o t i o n a l o r c o n c e p t u a l 
e l e m e n t s . 
The p o s t u l a t i o n o f such m e t a l i n g u i s t i c elements must be o b j e c t i v e l y -
j u s t i f i e d , and some a t t e m p t s and methods f o r such a j u s t i f i c a t i o n have 
been d i s c u s s e d h e r e . I n my o p i n i o n t h e r e are two areas where t h e app­
l i c a t i o n o f semantic components i s most f r u i t f u l : d i a c h r o n i c l i n g u i s ­
t i c s and c o n t r a s t i v e l i n g u i s t i c s . The development o f holiday,discussed 
i n Leech (1974:123) i s a good example. I n h i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n an e a r ­
l i e r o p t i o n a l component NO WORK has become o b l i g a t o r y , w h i l e t h e e a r ­
l i e r components OF A DAY and HOLY have d i s a p p e a r e d . Görlach (1974:118f) 
i n t e r p r e t s t h e semantic change o f Old E n g l i s h hund and mete and M i d d l e 
E n g l i s h b i r d as opposed t o t h e i r Modem E n g l i s h e q u i v a l e n t s c o n v i n c ­
i n g l y w i t h t h e h e l p o f b i n a r y f e a t u r e s . The semantic d i f f e r e n c e s b e t ­
ween Modern E n g l i s h s t a r v e and German sterben can be i n t e r p r e t e d b o t h 
c o n t r a s t ! v e l y and d i a c h r o n i c a l l y by u s i n g t h e t h e o r e t i c a l c o n s t r u c t o f 
semantic f e a t u r e ( c f . L i p k a , 1977:157-161). The p o s t u l a t i o n o f an un­
d e r l y i n g semantic s t r u c t u r e , w h i c h i s n o t n e c e s s a r i l y u n i v e r s a l b u t 
l a r g e l y language-independent, p r o v i d e s a framework f o r c o n t r a s t i v e 
a n a l y s i s . T h i s p o i n t has a l s o been made c o n v i n c i n g l y i n Ikegami (1976). 
I n c o n c l u s i o n , l e t me say t h a t i t i s my f i r m b e l i e v e t h a t we can n o t 
dispense w i t h t h e t h e o r e t i c a l c o n s t r u c t o f semantic component, d e s p i t e 
a l l t h e d i f f i c u l t i e s w hich s t i l l e x i s t . We must a t t e m p t t o c o n s t r u c t 
a metalanguage, even i f i t r e p r e s e n t s a s i m p l i f i e d and a b s t r a c t e d view 
of r e a l i t y . The u n d e s i r a b l e a l t e r n a t i v e would be t h a t we, as l i n g u i s t s , 
remain dumb and i n a r t i c u l a t e when t a l k i n g about t h e meaning o f language. 
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